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Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Ms.

SANCHEZ, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. CAR-
SON, Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD,
and Messrs. CRAMER, MORAN of Kan-
sas, and CROWLEY changed their vote
from “‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Mr. HINOJOSA and Mr. HOEKSTRA
changed their vote from ‘nay” to
“yea.”

So the question of consideration was
decided in the affirmative.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SUNUNU). The House will consider the
bill in the Committee of the Whole.

Stated for:

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
154, | was not present, due to a meeting
called by the President at the White House.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea.”

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoid-
able detained earlier today and missed rollcall
vote No. 154. Had | been here | would have
voted “yea.”

laid on
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Stated against.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | was un-
avoidably detained for rollcall vote No.
154. Had | been here, 1 would have voted
no.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material on H.R.
3709.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SUNUNU). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania?

There was no objection.

INTERNET NONDISCRIMINATION
ACT OF 2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 496 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 3709.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3709) to
make permanent the moratorium en-
acted by the Internet Tax Freedom Act
as it applies to new, multiple, and dis-
criminatory taxes on the Internet,
with Mr. SUNUNU in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Ilinois (Mr. HYDE) and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) each will
control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE).

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that | may claim
the time designated to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) as the pro-
ponent of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, in the 105th Congress,
we passed a piece of legislation that led
to this day. The purport of that Inter-
net Tax Freedom legislation of that
Congress denoted that a study would
have to be performed in order to deter-
mine the future of our new world of
Internet.

One of the strongest recommenda-
tions made by the commission, the re-
port to Congress being embodied in this
beautiful blue book which I now place
before the Chair, one of the strongest
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commendations there and rec-
ommendations was for the extension of
the moratorium that the first bill, the
one to which | just alluded, included
and which does not expire now until
October 1, 2001.

The extension of the moratorium
then is the core of the bill that is be-
fore us. It calls for a 5-year extension
of the current moratorium. Why? Be-
cause that is what the commission rec-
ommended. Why did they recommend
it? Because they were split on what dif-
ferent facets of the Internet world are
going to carry with respect to access
charges and all the other complexities
having to do with Internet interstate
commerce.

So the best of all worlds is to give
the Congress and industry and business
and telecommunications, to give them
all time to sort this out.

Mr. Chairman, one thing that should
be said to clear up things in anticipa-
tion of the debate that is to follow, this
does not impact sales taxes as they
now exist across the Nation. What we
are talking about is a moratorium on
Internet access charges, more than any
other single facet of what is happening
in the Internet world.

What might happen to sales taxes
and other problems that are fomented
at the outer edges of the Internet world
will be topics of hearings that we will
be conducting in the Committee on the
Judiciary in the weeks to follow, even
in this session.

So we are going to cover all the com-
plexities that exist in this whole new
world of exchange. But in the mean-
time, we are pressing for the main
stem of this bill, which is a morato-
rium to extend 5 years beyond the cur-
rent one.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this measure, the
Internet Nondiscrimination Act, is not
really what it seems, because it merely
addresses the most trivial of the Inter-
net tax issues, the extension of the tax
moratorium, and kicks the can down
the road, so to speak, on the real
issues, State simplification and the de-
fining of what activity creates the nec-
essary nexus for sales tax under the
Supreme Court decision in Quill ren-
dered in 1992.

By extending the current morato-
rium for 6 years, more than two presi-
dential elections from today, there is
far less of an incentive for the States
and Congress to deal with these far
more important simplification issues.
Indeed, there is a real risk that by 2006,
many interests will become so depend-
ent on the current system that it will
become impossible to ever revisit the
issue of State tax simplification.

There can be no doubt that the
present State system, which this legis-
lation totally ignores, is a serious
problem. First, the complexity of the
system is daunting. There are over
6,500 taxing jurisdictions in this coun-
try. The jurisdictions generally require
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